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Introduction and background
Fairness principles have been invoked to explain the observed departures from game-theoretic predictions of payoff-maximization in a variety of experimental games in the lab and field. Fehr and Schmidt (1999) state, 'by now we have substantial evidence suggesting that fairness motives affect the behaviour of many people' (p. 817). However, there remains considerable heterogeneity in views about fairness and what constitutes a just outcome in different contexts (see Konow (2003) for an analysis of positive and normative theories of distributive justice).
In this paper, we use a modified version of a dictator game with a production stage preceding the distribution stage, to experimentally examine the effect of two broad factors on the allocation choices of dictators, (a) distributional preferences, and (b) gender. In our lab experiment, following Konow (2000) and Frohlich, Oppenheimer and Kurki (2004) , both subjects in the pair are assigned a cognitive task to be completed individually, without prior knowledge of their role as dictator or recipient. The endowment to be allocated is the sum of performance-based earnings of both subjects. The dictator decides how much of the endowment to keep for herself after learning about her and the paired recipient's earnings and gender. Since we have multiple types of pairs with dictators and recipients earning either equally or unequally, we use that variation to discuss motivations for distributive behaviour. Further, since we observe the gender of the dictator and also convey information about the recipient's gender to the dictator, we have scenarios where dictators are matched with recipients whose gender is known (either male or female) or the case where they have no information about the gender identity of the paired recipient. This allows us to identify differences between male and female dictators based on knowledge of recipient gender.
This paper builds upon and adds to the existing literature on two major fronts. Earned endowments highlight the pluralism of fairness principles and that is the first area our paper speaks to. There are three prominent fairness principles discussed in the literature. First, strict egalitarianism implies that total income should be distributed equally between the individuals, regardless of how the income was generated. This view is closely related to the inequity-aversion model of Fehr and Schmidt (1999) . Second, there are principles that stress the idea of meritocracy by stating that final allocations should be a function of performance. These are of two types. The libertarian principle is one of output equity and posits that people should be held responsible for all factors such as effort and luck affecting their productivity, implying that the fair solution is to give each person what she produces (Nozick, 1974) . The other known as liberal egalitarianism or accountability principle is one of input equity and states that people should be held responsible only for variables they can influence such as effort (Konow, 1996) . Finally, people can be purely self-interested and only interested in maximizing their own payoffs. Studies find that individuals are heterogeneous regarding these principles (e.g., Cappelen, Hole, Sorensen and Tungodden, 2007; Cappelen, Sorensen and Tungodden, 2010) and that they endorse principles in a manner that advances their own interests, thereby revealing self-serving biases (e.g., Cappelen, Moene, Sorensen and Tungodden, 2013; Rodriguez-Lara and Moreno-Garrido, 2012) .
A second strand of literature relevant to this study is gender. 1 Evidence on gender differences among dictators is quite mixed and ambiguous, which is largely due to differences in experimental designs (Eckel and Grossman, 2008) . Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) based on a sample of students from two American universities, demonstrate that altruism among males and females is context-dependent and varies by the price of giving. Gong, Yan and Yang (2015) find dictator behaviour to depend on the cultural context -matrilineal or patriarchal -in rural communities in southwestern China. Similarly, in studies that consider the gender of both parties in the dictator game, the evidence is mixed. Among students at a Swedish university, Dufwenberg and Muren (2006) find no significant gender differences between dictators but they find that more is given to female recipients than to males. In contrast, Ben-Ner, Kong and Putterman (2004) in their experiment conducted at two American universities, find that rendering information about recipient gender affects decisions of only female dictators. Cadsby, Servetka and Song (2010) compare the behaviour of dictators in same-sex and mixed-sex pairs and find no gender-specific effects among university students in New Zealand.
Importantly, we contribute to the literature that examines the interaction of gender and distributional preferences, using a dictator game with a production stage. Miller and Ubeda (2012) use a within-subject design with changing contexts in their experiment at a British university. They find that most women switch between fairness principles across various contexts while most men adopt only one decision principle, that of selfishness. With Spanish university students, Rodriguez-Lara (2015) uses a between-subject analysis and asks dictators to split the joint endowment according to one of five pre-specified allocation choices. He finds that women's allocation choices depend on their performance relative to the paired participant. Conversely, men's allocation choices are invariant to their relative position. However, unlike the present paper, neither of these papers concerns itself with the gender of the recipient. Further, with the current literature emerging mainly from developed countries, this paper also contributes by providing evidence from a developing country.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 deals with experimental design. Section 3 reports the descriptive statistics, results of regressions exploring the correlates of dictator allocations, and discusses motivations and reasons for the dictators' decision-making. Section 4 concludes.
Experiment design
We use a variant of a dictator game with a production stage. Following Konow (2000) , Frohlich et al. (2004), and Cappelen et al. (2007) , both players in the pair earn their endowment so that each of them can experience first-hand the effort/skill/ability required to perform the task. We believe this is helpful in judging respect for another's earned income. In fact, a sizable literature has shown that dictator allocations are a better reflection of initial endowments when those endowments are earned -either by the dictator or the recipient -rather than windfall (e.g., Ruffle, 1998; Oxoby and Spraggon, 2008; Dasgupta, 2011) . The endowment that is then split by the dictator is the sum of both players' earnings from the task.
Upon their arrival at the location of the experiment, subjects were randomly split between two rooms, A and B, such that the number of subjects in both rooms was equal. Each person was handed a slip with a unique identification number and individual names were not used during the experiment. The protocol was as follows: after everyone was seated, instructions for the experiment were handed out and read out aloud by the experimenter, and any questions were answered privately. 2 After this, subjects were administered a paper-based, 20-question, multiple-choice, logical reasoning test that lasted 20 minutes. 3 Subjects in both rooms had the identical test to solve. Earnings were determined on the basis of the subject's performance relative to others seated in her room. Subjects in each room were ranked in order of their test scores and the top 50 per cent of subjects earned Rs. 400 ('high' earners) while those in the bottom 50 per cent earned Rs. 200 ('low' earners).
Next, subjects in room A were randomly matched with those in room B and vice versa. Subjects were handed decision sheets that informed them of their earnings and their randomly matched subject's earnings but not the test scores. 4 Since the endowment used to make the dictator decision is the sum of both subjects' earnings and each earned either Rs. 200 (low) or Rs. 400 (high), there are four possible earning pair types: where both dictator and recipient earn equally high or low amounts [high-high (HH); low-low (LL)] and where both earn different amounts [(high-low (HL); low-high (LH)]. Furthermore, due to our interest in the effect of gender, the decision sheets also conveyed information about the matched subject's sex: either male or female. This was the first time that any explicit mention of gender was made during the experiment. Additionally, we also had an unknown gender case where there was no mention of partner's sex. The reason for having an unknown gender case is that it serves as a benchmark and allows us to identify differences in dictator behaviour, if any, based solely on knowing the gender of the recipient. The dictator had to decide how much of the joint total earnings she wanted to keep or take for herself. All subjects made decisions as if they were the dictator. Then a coin toss determined whether the dictator decisions of room A ('heads') or room B ('tails') would be implemented. After submitting the decision sheets, all subjects were asked to fill in a short post-experiment questionnaire that sought some information on their background characteristics. They were also asked to explain briefly the reason for the allocation decision made by them. Finally, subjects were privately paid their earnings from the experiment in cash.
Subjects were recruited using flyers and notices posted throughout the campuses of University of Delhi and Jawaharlal Nehru University, Delhi. The study was conducted in NovemberDecember 2012 with 238 students enrolled in different disciplines. In all, we conducted 8 sessions that lasted about 65 minutes each. On average, there were 30 subjects in each session (minimum of 24, maximum of 34). The average payout was Rs. 400, which was inclusive of a fixed show-up fee of Rs. 100. 
Descriptive statistics
Overall, we find that dictators keep 71.2 per cent of the total pie for themselves, thereby giving away 29 per cent to their partners. This is in line with findings from other dictator games where the average amount given away is in the range of 20-30 per cent (Engel, 2011) . Figure 1 reports the distribution of dictator allocations. 29 per cent of dictators keep half the pie, 15 per cent keep two-thirds while 29 per cent keep the full pie.
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Coming to gender differences reported in Figure 2a , on average, male dictators keep 73.4 per cent and female dictators keep 68.5 per cent of the pie. This difference is not significant at conventional levels (p-value = 0.11). 8 However, in multivariate regressions reported in the next section, the coefficient on the male dictator variable is highly significant once other factors have been controlled for. As Figure 2b shows, when the recipient's gender is unknown, dictators keep 67.6 per cent but when the gender is known (i.e., pooling male and female recipients), 72 per cent is kept, suggesting that knowledge of the recipient's gender is associated with significantly greater appropriation (p-value = 0.08). However, conditional on knowing the specific gender of the recipient, both male and female dictators exhibit gender-neutrality by taking similar shares from male and female recipients (Figures 2c and 2d ).
Examining whether dictators respond to inequality in earned endowments, we compare decisions under unequal earnings and identical earnings. In HH pairs, dictators keep 73.9 per cent of the pie whereas in HL pairs, the average share taken is 78.8 per cent. This difference is weakly significant (p-value = 0.099). In LL and LH pairs, dictators keep 72.1 per cent and 60.2 per cent respectively and the difference is highly significant (p-value = 0.003). These comparisons indicate that even though on average, dictators in equal and unequal earnings pairs appropriate more than their earned proportion of the overall pie, they display some respect for merit -whether it is their own or that of the recipient -as the shares appropriated are correlated with relative earnings. Similar comparisons of decisions in unequal and equal earning pairs by dictator gender show statistically significant differences with the exception of male dictators appropriating similar shares in HH and HL pairs.
Regression analysis: what explains dictator decisions?
We estimate a multivariate linear regression model in order to isolate the effect of gender and relative earnings status on dictator decisions. The dependent variable is the percentage share of the pie appropriated by the dictator for herself. The primary variables of interest are the gender of dictator and recipient, and the earnings status which is measured by introducing dummy variables for high-high (HH), high-low (HL) and low-high (LH) respectively, with the omitted category being low-low (LL) earning pairs. The other control variables we include are: (1) whether the subject has prior experience of participating in economics experiments since decisions may be influenced by previous exposure to such settings; (2) number of siblings since subjects who have been raised with brothers and sisters may be more likely to share; (3) whether the dictator belongs to a high income background (annual family income exceeding Rs. 0.5 million). The correlation between income and sharing behaviour could work in either direction. On the one hand, it is possible that subjects from affluent backgrounds are more generous since the stakes involved in the experiment are a 'drop in the ocean' and will not make them much better-off financially. On the other hand, subjects from richer backgrounds could have a greater sense of entitlement or privilege due to their background or they may place more consideration on merit and hard work which could lead to less generous behaviour as dictators; and (4) whether the subject is an economics major since there is now ample evidence that students enrolled in economics programmes tend to behave in a more selfish manner than noneconomists in experiments (e.g., Marwell and Ames, 1981; Carter and Irons, 1991; Frank, Gilovich and Regan, 1993; Frey and Meier, 2003) . Session-room dummy variables are also included in the regressions and standard errors are robust and clustered at the session-room level.
In Table 1 , we pool the sample of male and female dictators. Our results indicate that dictators are cognizant of earning inequalities between themselves and the paired recipient, especially when they are the relatively low earners as compared to the matched recipients. In the LH case, dictators keep 13.7 percentage points less than what they would when both are equally low earners and this difference is highly significant. In other words, low-earning dictators reward recipients who do better than them. On the other hand, when relatively high-earning dictators are paired with low-earning recipients (HL), they keep 2-3 percentage points more, but this difference is not significant. We also do not find dictator allocations in HH pairs to be significantly different from those in LL pairs. Male dictators keep significantly more (5.6 percentage points) than their female counterparts. As column 1 shows, knowing the gender identity of the recipient (which could be either male or female) results in significantly greater appropriation of 5 percentage points by dictators than when gender identity is unknown. In column 2, we further split up the recipient's known gender identity into male and female with the omitted category being unknown recipient gender. Upon doing so, we find that only if the recipient is male, there is a significantly greater share of 5.4 percentage points kept by the dictator. On the other hand, when the recipient is female, 4.5 percentage points more is appropriated but the difference is not statistically significant. In both columns of Table 1 , we find that dictators belonging to high-income backgrounds keep significantly more (11 percentage points) than those from lower income backgrounds. This is consistent with Carpenter et al. (2005) and Banerjee and Chakravarty (2012) who also find allocations in dictator games to be negatively associated with family income. Using non-experimental data from the US General Social Survey and World Values Survey, Alesina and Giuliano (2011) also find that preferences for redistribution are weaker among the rich. Interestingly, and in accordance with other papers in the literature that find economics students to be more self-interested (e.g., Marwell and Ames, 1981; Frey and Meier, 2003) , we find that students enrolled in economics programmes keep 11.5 percentage points more than non-economics students.
In Table 2 , we present results for sub-samples of male and female dictators and find that our results show heterogeneity by gender of the dictator. As is evident from column 1, primarily male dictators who take significantly more from male recipients than unknown recipients drive the overall recipient gender results reported in Table 1 . On the other hand, as seen in column 2, female dictators do not seem to factor recipient gender into their appropriation decisions. This result is in contrast to Ben-Ner et al. (2004) who find that female dictators respond to recipient gender but male dictators do not. Among male dictators, we find that none of coefficients of earning status variables are significant. However, among females, earnings status plays an important role in determining allocations. As observed in the pooled sample in Table 1 , relatively low-earning female dictators (LH) appropriate 22.8 percentage points less than when low-earning females are paired with equally low earners. Also, when high-earning female dictators are matched with equally high-earning recipients (HH), they take almost 17 percentage points lesser than in the LL case. In terms of other variables, we find that results obtained for the pooled sample in Table 1 are being driven by males such that male dictators from affluent backgrounds keep more, and enrollment in an economics programme leads to more appropriation by only the male dictators.
The finding that dictators appropriate more when recipient gender is known rather than unknown is an interesting and consistent result in our paper. However, this observed association runs in contrast to what is suggested in the literature. Experiments varying the level of information given to the dictator about the recipient typically find that more information either in the form of family names (Charness and Gneezy, 2008) , photographs (Burnham, 2003) , visual identification (Bohnet and Frey, 1999a) or verbal communication (Bohnet and Frey, 1999b) leads to less self-regarding behaviour and more generous offers as compared to cases where the dictator has no information.
Exploring motivations for distribution
While the previous section explored correlates of dictators' allocations, it does not allow us to disentangle the underlying competing motivations for their allocation choices. Following Cappelen et al. (2007) , we can say something about the distributional preference at the individual level by comparing dictator decisions to the distribution of earned income from the task, and examine whether dictators invoke these preferences in a selective manner that advances their own interests. Hence, we categorize individuals as egalitarian, meritocratic or self-interested, and explain how these definitions are operationalized. A dictator is considered strictly egalitarian if she keeps exactly half of the overall pie. A dictator is said to be meritocratic if the share taken is equal to her earned proportion of the overall pie.
9 Finally, we refer to a dictator as being selfinterested if she keeps 100 per cent of the pie for herself. By this criterion, 71 out of 238 dictators (29.8 per cent) make an egalitarian decision. In 85 out of 238 cases (35.7 per cent), dictators make a meritocratic decision and take as much as their earned share. Note that we cannot distinguish between egalitarian and meritocratic preferences when dictators in equal earning pairs (HH and LL) split the pie equally since in such cases an equal split could be indicative of egalitarian as well as meritocratic preferences. 68 out of 238 dictators (28.6 per cent) are self-interested. 24.4 per cent of dictators do not split the pie according to one of these pure views of distributive justice but represent some form of 'unclassified' moral reasoning. Still, we find that 75 per cent of our sample can be classified into these three categories.
To further examine whether dictators exploit a 'moral wriggle room', we compare the distribution of preferences when the dictators are the relatively high (HL) or low earners (LH) since that allows us to clearly identify the different categories. Figure 3 shows that among dictators in HL pairs, 32.3 per cent are selfish, 9.7 per cent are egalitarian, and 43.6 per cent make a meritocratic decision. On the other hand, among dictators in LH pairs, selfish, egalitarian and meritocratic decisions are made by 22.6 per cent, 33.9 per cent and 21 per cent respectively. A chi-square test shows that a significantly greater proportion of dictators in LH pairs make an egalitarian decision (p-value < 0.01) and a significantly smaller proportion are meritocratic (pvalue = 0.01) as compared to dictators in HL pairs. While a greater proportion of dictators in HL pairs are self-interested, the difference is not significant. The fact that there is a greater likelihood of resorting to an egalitarian (meritocratic) model when the dictator is a relatively low (high) earner indicates that dictators' practice situational ethics and reveal self-serving biases.
These patterns are also corroborated by qualitative responses offered by subjects in the postexperiment questionnaire that asked them to briefly state an open-ended reason for their decision regarding the split of the overall pie. While these responses may not be definitive proof of the intentions of subjects, they can still offer some interesting insights. After reading each response, we grouped the reasons into the same broad categories as above that are listed here with examples in parentheses:
(1) Egalitarian ('Since my partner and I put in the same effort even though we got different scores, I want to divide it 50-50.') (2) Merit-based ('I have taken 400 out of 800 since I deserve only that.') (3) Self-interested ('I want to keep the larger share. So, I kept 3/4th for myself', and 'I want to take as much as possible.') (4) Miscellaneous (No response or incoherent answers).
As Table 3 shows, for the full sample (column 1), while 12.6 per cent cite the egalitarian reason, 37.8 per cent and 34 per cent cite the meritocratic and selfish reasons respectively. The remaining 15.6 per cent are of the miscellaneous type.
While disentangling preferences for egalitarianism and meritocracy is not possible in our case when dictators keep half the pie in equal earning pairs (HH and LL), we can analyze qualitative reasons offered by these subsets of dictators to gain some insight into their thinking. In both HH and LL pairs, substantially higher proportions (31-37 per cent) of dictators cite merit-based reasons whereas only 3-5 per cent of them cite equality-based reasons, suggesting that most dictators acknowledge effort (columns 2 and 3).
Comparing responses of relatively high and low-earning dictators reveals patterns that are mostly consistent with quantitative results reported in Figure 3 . A significantly greater fraction of dictators in LH pairs cite egalitarian reasons (p-value < 0.01) and a significantly smaller fraction cite the merit reason (p-value < 0.01) as compared to dictators in HL pairs (columns 4 and 5). In terms of gender differences in stated reasons, we find significant differences between males and females citing the selfish reason with 41 per cent of males stating so as compared to 26 per cent of females (Chi-square test, p-value = 0.01). For other reasons, gender differences are not significant.
In order to explore this more formally, we estimate multinomial logit regressions. The dependent variable refers to the categories of reasons offered by subjects for their decisions: egalitarian, merit-based, selfish, and miscellaneous (treated as base outcome), while the regressors are earning status dummy variables (HH, HL and LH) with the omitted category being LL; dictator gender dummy (male); and known recipient gender dummy variable. 10 Results reported in Table  4 indicate that when both the dictator and recipient earn equally high amounts (HH), they are more likely to offer merit-based as well as selfish reasons for their decision-making as compared to those in equally low-earning pairs. Relatively high-earning dictators (HL) are significantly more likely to offer egalitarian as well as merit-based reasons. On the other hand, relatively low-earning dictators (LH) are significantly more likely to state egalitarian reasons than when paired with an equally low earner. Ceteris paribus, we do not find any differences by dictator gender in the reasons offered. In terms of recipient gender, we find that when it is known, dictators are less likely to offer a merit-based reason, and this difference is weakly significant (p-value = 0.09).
Conclusion
This paper employs a modified dictator game with production by both parties to study the effect of two broad factors: distributional preferences, and gender of dictator and recipient. In the first phase, subjects individually solve a logical reasoning test, the performance on which determines their earnings. In the second phase, dictators divide the pie, which is the sum of earnings of both, between themselves and the recipient, after learning about their own earning and the recipient's earnings and gender.
Our key results show that first, dictators display respect for merit, whether it is their own merit or that of the recipient, as attested to by the positive correlation between shares appropriated and earnings of dictators relative to recipients. Second, we observe some gender effects. Male dictators take more than their female counterparts. More is taken from known gender recipients and primarily driven by male dictators who take significantly more from male recipients than from unknown recipients. Further, only female dictators seem to take relative earning differences into account while making their decisions. Third, at the individual level, by comparing dictator decisions with the earned shares, we see that three-fourths of our sample can be classified as egalitarians, meritocrats or selfish. Dictators in unequal earning pairs invoke these fairness views in a situation-specific manner depending on their relative earnings and reveal self-serving biases. Specifically, relatively high-earning dictators are more likely to arrive at a meritocratic decision and less likely to make an egalitarian decision than relatively low-earning dictators. Interestingly, these preference patterns are mostly consistent with qualitative reasons offered by dictators for their decision-making.
It is meaningful to state at this point that while the experiment was conducted in the context of a developing country, the sample was drawn from two elite universities that are comprised of a population that may not be representative of the larger Indian student population. Students from these colleges are therefore, likely to be more broad-minded towards issues of gender equality which can be a potential explanation for their gender-neutral attitudes towards recipients. It is worth noting that results may be different if one were to consider for instance, students in smaller towns or rural areas. It would be interesting to see in future research how fairness considerations are traded off across sexes among non-student population groups. Note: Dependent variable is percentage share appropriated. Session-room dummy variables included but not reported. Robust standard errors clustered at the session-room level are reported in parentheses. *** significant at 1%,** significant at 5%,* significant at 10%. High-high: dictator earns Rs. 400, recipient earns Rs. 400; HighLow: dictator earns Rs. 400, recipient earns Rs. 200; Low-High: dictator earns Rs. 200, recipient earns Rs. 400. Omitted category is low-low. For recipient gender, the omitted category is recipient gender not known.
Source: Author. 
Appendix Experiment Instructions
Hello and thank you for your participation. We are from Delhi University to conduct a study to analyze decision-making. Please pay close attention to the instructions and do not try to communicate with one another during the course of the study. For your participation, you will be paid a fixed fee of Rs. 100. You may also earn an additional amount of money, which will also be paid to you privately in cash at the end of the study. We will first make you do a task and then ask you to make some decisions. Both the performance on the task and the decisions that are made will determine earnings. Finally, there will be a short questionnaire.
In this session, there are people in 2 rooms who are participating at the same time. Each of you will be randomly paired with a different person who is in the other room. You will not be told who these people are either during or after the study. You will notice that there are other people in your room as well. You will not be paired with anyone in the same room as you. This is room A (B).
Your interactions and decisions will be anonymous. Each of you has been given an ID number that you will use throughout the study. Please enter the ID correctly where asked to do so. Your name will only be required at the end of the study when you get paid and will be required to sign a receipt.
Today we will start with a brief instruction period, where you will be given a complete description of the task and decision-making rules. After this you will do the actual task and make decisions that will determine your earnings. At the end of your decisions, while we prepare your payments, we will ask that you complete a short questionnaire.
The task at hand is a logical reasoning test, the rules of which are explained on the next page. After you finish doing the task, the question and answer sheets will be collected back from you and graded. While the test is being graded, we will request you to maintain silence. After the grading is completed, we will hand each one of you a decision form. In this form you will be told your performance on the task and the performance of the person you have been paired with. You will then decide how the joint total earnings will be split between you and the other person that you have been paired with. The person that you have been paired with will also receive the same decision form and will decide the split of joint total earnings between himself/herself and you. You will make your decision in writing. Once you have filled in the decision forms, we will collect them from you.
After this, based on a random draw, we will determine which person's decision in the pair is to be used to decide final earnings from the study. This means that either your decision or the decision of the person who has been paired with you will be used to determine final earnings for each of you. Based on a coin toss, we will decide whether decisions of room A or B are implemented. If the coin toss shows heads, room A decisions will be implemented and used for determining final earnings of both people in the pair. On the other hand, if the coin toss shows tails, room B decisions will be used to determine final earnings. In order to witness the outcome of the coin toss, one participant from each room will be randomly picked to go outside when the coin toss takes place. The participant will convey the outcome to the experimenter who will then announce the same to all the participants in the room.
Finally, you will be administered a short questionnaire that you will fill out yourselves.
While you complete the questionnaire, we will prepare your payments. After that, we will come to each of you individually and pay you and ask that you sign a receipt with your name, college name and amount received.
The task:
We will now describe the task and the rules to you. Please pay attention because after this you will be made to do the task.
The task is a multiple-choice logical reasoning test with 20 questions. Each correct answer equals 1 point and each wrong answer will result in a loss of 0.25 points. You will not lose any points for not answering a question. On the basis of the points, the top 50% of performers in this room will earn Rs. 400 and the bottom 50% of performers will earn Rs. 200. In the event that there is a conflict in determining clearly the top 50% of the participants in the room due to multiple participants with similar number of points, the number of correct questions will be used to decide whether the participant should be in the top 50% or bottom 50%.
You will have 20 minutes to solve the questions and fill in your answers in the answer sheet. Please make sure you circle only one option. If more than one option is circled, it will be considered as a wrong answer and you will lose 0.25 points. You may use the question paper for any rough work. Please do not do any rough work on the answer sheet. You will be informed when 5 minutes are left. Please make sure you stop when we announce that the time is over. Anyone who does not follow the rules will be disqualified and asked to leave.
If you have any questions at this time, then please raise your hand and we will come to you personally and answer it.
Sample Decision Sheet (Recipient gender is unknown)
Please read the information carefully before making your decision.
You have to make a decision about allocating some money between yourself and a person from the other room. The paired participant will not know your identity during this study or later. Please remember that your response, which will determine the amount of money you earn from this study is confidential and your identity will not be known by anyone except the experimenter.
In the task, you earned Rs._________ and your paired participant earned Rs._________. Based on this, your joint total earnings are Rs._________.
You have to decide how much of the joint total earnings, that you and your paired participant earned, to keep for yourself. The decision is up to you. You can keep anything between Rs.0 and the joint total of Rs._________.
Please enter below how much of the total earnings you want to keep for yourself.
Rs._________.
Sample Decision Sheet (Male Recipient)
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11 The sample decision sheet (female recipient) just replaces 'male' with 'female'.
Your paired participant is a male. In the task, you earned Rs._________ and your paired participant earned Rs._________. Based on this, your joint total earnings are Rs._________.
You have to decide how much of the joint total earnings, that you and your paired male participant earned, to keep for yourself. The decision is up to you. You can keep anything between Rs.0 and the joint total of Rs._________.
